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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The long established American tradition of local
control over education has provided a barrier to forces
that favor school district reorganization (1:v).

People

in all the states want good schools for their children.
In addition, these same people hold firm beliefs about
how their school should be run.

They want good schools,

yes, but they also want to keep them in firm control.
School districts are not ends in themselves, but a
means to an end--to enable local people to provide the
type of education they feel their children need.

School

districts can become outmoded; when this happens it
becomes increasingly difficult for local people to provide
the necessary quality of education.
Local control of schools,has become a contributing
factor to the development of public education.

However,

for school districts to continue to function properly,
legislation is needed so that desired services can be
obtained (4:1).
In the official report of the White House Conference
on :E;ducation in 1956, the comm.i ttee said:
We recommend that the American people study
carefully their systems of school organization and
consider measures to deny funds, other than local,
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to districts which do not, after a reasonable time,
organize on an efficient basis.
If the American
people are asked to make sacrifices for better education, they deserve to have their funds used as
efficiently as possible. This cannot be done without a great deal of reorganization in both rural
and urban areas.
(9:10).
Many small rural school districts still exist in
our country and in our state.

Most of these have inade-

quate facilities and are maintained at a high cost to the
district involved.

On the subject of reorganization the

AASA stated in 1958:
This is not time for the perpetuation of outmoded,
inefficient, weak school districts. Permitting such
districts to thwart the efforts of people who want
good schools; permitting such districts to waste the
financial resources of people when funds are scarce;
permitting such districts to perpetuate meager,
barren educational programs at a time when the needs
for highly developed skills, understanding and
ability is so great is a false luxury this country cannot now afford. Reorganization in school districts
is an imperative national need.
(2:25).
The Upper Kittitas County area, in the western part
of Kittitas County bordering King County, is devoted almost
entirely to logging.

The coal industry was once important

in this part of the county, but all operations have now
been suspended.
The population in this area now stands at 3,000.
At its peak the population in this area was as high as
6,500, but due to the halt in mining operations in 1956,
the population has decreased.
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PURPOSE OF TID~ STUDY
The purpose of this study is to determine if there
is a need for reorganization in the Upper Kittitas County.
If reorganization is deemed necessary, this study will
propose a plan by which this reorganization can be carried
out.
PROCEDURE
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study,
it is necessary to determine the results and advantages of
reorganization.

The information gathered will be compiled

and compared with the existing conditions in the Upper
Kittitas County.
Most of the information gathered will be documentary
evidence.

Material from the County Superintendent's office,

past newspaper articles, and other materials related to
the reorganization problem in the Upper Kittitas County
will also be used along with information from the State
Department of Education and other state agencies.
Once this information has been gathered, it will be
compared with criteria stated by authorities in the field
of consolidation and conclusions will be made.

4

D:F;FINITION OF TERMS
School District.

This term applies to a basic unit

of school administration where a single board has the immediate responsibility for direct administration of all
the schools within a given area.
Reorganization.

The term reorganization applies to

annexation, consolidation, or forming of new districts.
Non-High Districts.

The term "non-high districts"

' those districts in the Upper Kittitas County
refers to

that do not operate high schools.
Upper Kittitas County or Upper County.

This term

refers to the areas of Ronald, Roslyn, South Cle Elum, and
Cle Elum.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In keeping with the tradition and ideals that have
guided the development of our country, public education
has remained the responsibility of the local school district.

Today there is a great need for reorganizing our

school districts.

Since local control makes the reorgani-

zation of schools slow and tedious, some states have enacted
laws abolishing existing districts and creating larger
ones to replace them.

This could be accomplished by state

action all over the United States.
School district organization has never been regarded
as static and permanent--as a sacred entity that should
not be changed. Quite to the contrary, it has been
looked upon as a governmental device through which
people can work together in organizing, supporting,
controlling and operating their schools. When it
serves its function well, it has been satisfactory.
ffl1en it has not been able to do the job for which it
was created it has been modified. It is an integral
part of the on-going, developing, ever-changing process
of American life.
(2:21).
Although each state has the power to reorganize
districts, due to political strength this has not come
about in many states.
Local school districts are creatures of the State,
derive their powers from it, and in a legal sense,
operate as subdivisions of it.
(5:3).
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The powers of legilatures with respect to school
district reorganization are comprehensive and full.

Since

the legislature represents the state as a whole, it has
the power to divide the State into local districts and into
the size and type it sees fit.

(3:5).

School district growth throughout the United States
has been slow and haphazard.

Given the changes in economy,

growth, the great change from rural to urban and city life,
and the standards of living that have arisen, the new knowledge of technology and auotmation suggest a better organization of our school system.

Because of our highly complex

society there is a much greater need for skilled people.
These people can be best produced by an improved system of
education, which can result from school district reorganization.
Washington State has a problem with organization.
The Washington State Planning Council analyzed the
Washington State situation this way:
The present unplanned district system, one that has
grown like "Topsy," necessitates the operation of many
uneconomic units, excessive transportation, and unnecessary duplication of facilities and services.
Upwards of one million dollars is expended annually
that could be better used.
(12:20).
Bills have been presented in several recent
legislatures (1965 included), but because of political
pressures no action has been taken even though the
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legislature has full power to organize or reorganize school
districts to serve the best interests of education.
( 11: V: 1) .
REORGANIZATION

IN WASHINGTON STATE

When Washington became a state, in 1889, over a
thousand districts had come about under the territorial
government.

Early school districts, however, were estab-

lished in a haphazard fashion.

The early pioneers took

advantage of the richest and most accessible areas,
conveniently locating their schools without regard to the
settlements around them.

As a result of this haphazard

drawing of boundaries, districts extended into the fertile
valleys and rich timberlands.

Since districts established

later had to take what was left, they ended up with irregularly shaped leftover fragments of territory.

(5:297).

Legislation during the early 1900's permitted two
or more elementary districts to form a union for the
purpose of operating a high school.

A 1903 law permitted

consolidation of two or more districts by order of the
superintendent of the county schools, after a public hearing.
By 1910, districts in the State of ·.vashington reached a
peak of 2,710.

In 1915, a new law provided that school

districts could consolidate upon a favorable majority vote
in each district involved.

By 1921-22, 304 consolidated
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districts had been formed.

In 1931, 406 had consolidated.

Although some of these were large mergers, most were very
small districts in financial trouble trying to give a
reasonable program.
By 1937, there were 1,609 districts in the State of
Washington.

}~ight hundred and twenty nine of these were

one-teacher districts, 175 of which were not operating
schools.

The average daily attendance at the remaining

schools was fewer than 14 pupils.
The Governor, in 1937, requested the Washington
State Planning Council to make a survey and study of the
school systems in the state.

As the survey progressed it

became evident that a redistricting program was needed.
(11:24-25).
Of the many recommendations of this councii, the
main one was a proposal for a state wide reorganization
program.

The council also recommended that legislation

be enacted to provide for establishment of county committees to draw up reorganization proposals.

It was further

recommended that a state agency be created to act in an
advisory capacity.
A reorganization bill introduced to the 1939
Legislature was based upon the plan proposed in the survey.
The bill was passed by the Senate but was not brought to
a vote in the House.

However, sixty thousand dollars was
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appropriated to assist with reorganization in accordance
with recommendations of the Council.
In 1941, a much needed law for reorganization was
passed by the legislature.
of many school districts.

This law enabled the merger
A committee was formed in each

county, and public hearings were held to formulate plans
for consolidation.

The plans were submitted to a state

committee for approval.

If the plans were approved, they

were submitted to the voters of each district.

If the

majority of the combined voters gave their approval, the
County Superintendent ordered the establishment of a new
district.

A negative vote required that the plans be re-

vised and resubmitted to the voters.

(10:41).

This 1941 law was in effect for four years, and
during that time the number of districts in the State was
reduced from 1,323 to 723.

Even though a considerable

amount of progress had been made, there still existed a
void in the reorganization program.

If all districts had

been reorganized according to the law, there would have
been 280 school districts instead of 723.

(5:308).

Since the 1941 program had been largely successful,
plans were made by the state committee and state leaders
to push for an extension of the 1941 act in the 1945 Legislature.

The Legislature took no action on this proposal.

Nevertheless, the number of school districts was reduced
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by fifty-eight.

Most of this resulted from reorganization

plans already under way but developed too late to come under
the 1941 law.

(5:309).

The 1947 law was similar to the 1941 law, but
there were some important differences.

The responsibility

of running the program was given to the State Board of
Education rather than a state committee.

The State Board

could not approve or disapprove consolidation plans, it
could only act in an advisory manner.
could initiate action by a petition.

Local citizens

In order to pass, a

favorable majority vote was needed in all districts concerned.

As of June 30, 1954, the number of districts in

the State had been reduced to 535.
The 1955 legislative session strengthened the 1947
law by giving the State Board power to approve or disapprove proposed consolidation as presented by the county
committee; and requiring a favorable majority vote in each
district involved.
Since the strong 1947 bill on school district
reorganization, new laws have been passed in legislatures
from 1951 through 1965, most of them in the form of amendments to the 1947 bill.

(5:310).
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RESULTS OF THE ID~0RGANIZATI0N MOVE1'/I:ENT
As previously indicated, the number of school districts in Washington State reached a peak of 2,710 in 1910.
Then, with the change from pioneer conditions, when it was
felt schools should be within walking distance, to paved
roads and better transportation facilities, the number of
school districts was reduced under legislative acts providing for consolidation of school districts.

As a result,

the number of districts decreased to 1,609 by 1939, and by

1945 there were 723.

The decrease in districts from 1939

to 1945 was the result of an intensive school district
reorganization program
legislature.

of 1941-1945, initiated by the

The original school district organization

law has been amended by acts in sessions of the legislature
from 1951 through 1963.
As of December 1964, there were 385 school districts
in the State.
1.

These may be broken down as follows:

(11:1).

Elementary only, or non-high districts:
a.

One-room districts; non-operating, 13;
operating, 26; total • • • • . • • . • • 39

b.

Graded school districts (two or more
teachers) • • • . • • • • • . • • • • . . 95
Total. .134

2. Unified school districts operating from
kindergarten through high school and in
a limited number of cases, advanced
secondary schools or community colleges . . . 250

3.

Union high school districts. . • • . . • • . 1
Grand total, .385
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The number of elementary school districts is 35 per
cent of the total number of districts; approximately 3 per
cent of the pupils reside in such districts, while 97 per
cent of the school population live in unified or high
school districts.
The trend contemplated and encouraged by the reorganization statute is for non-high districts to unite with
high school districts which serve them.

Advantages would

be that patrons of these districts would have a voice in
the management of the high school which serves their children
and the educational program could be improved.
NON-HIGH DISTRICTS

A disproportionately high percentage of Washington's
school districts still operate only the first eight grades,
or in a number of cases, only six grades.

The residents

of these districts have provided little, if any, of their
share of the cost of high school facilities their children
use.

Presently, these districts have nothirrg to say about

how the high school is administered.

Most of these dis-

tricts could be made a part of a consolidated district
with resulting educational enrichment.

(11:2).

OPTIMUM SIZI~ FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Much has been written about the size a school district should be to operate a sound and economical program.
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The Washington State Board of Education recommends that a
school district, to be effective and offer a comprehensive
program, should have at least 100 in the graduating class
or a total school population of approximately 2,500 students
or a total population of 10,000.

(11:4).

Dr. T. V. Hauser of Virginia explained: A complete
school program can hardly be conducted by a unified school
system with fewer than 2,000 students."

(3:4).

The Washington State Planning Council, as a result
of study of the Washington school system, stated that the
elementary school should house at least 25-30 pupils to a
grade under one teacher from kindergarten through grade six.
They further stated that secondary schools with grades seven
through twelve should have a bare minimum of 250 students.
They also recommended that elementary students should not
have to ride a bus longer than 45 minutes in order to
reach school.

(12:30).

California laws now make 10,000 pupils the desirable
minimum enrollment for newly created districts and only
rarely permit formulation of a district with less than
2,000 pupils.

Wisconsin strongly encourages the minimum

of 800 pupils in grades one through twelve.

(1:5).

There is a great difference of opinion among
authorities as to what constitutes an optimum size for
school districts.

These differences seem to stem from
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different areas of the country depending upon the population density.

In this study the recommendations of the

Washington State Planning Council are more applicable to
conditions in the Fpper Kittitas County, due to the spar-·
sity of population.
ADVANTAGES OF A LARGER DISTRICT
One of the greatest advantages of a larger district
is the equalization of educational opportunities.

A larger

district could provide educational opportunities that meet
the interest, needs and abilities of all the students.
Further, a larger district will be more attractive to the
teachers and will secure and keep highly trained teachers.
The teachers can teach in their area of specialization.
Working conditions are usually better and there is, in
most cases, a higher salary schedule.

(2:93).

Administrative and supervisory leadership which
usually holds the respect of the pupils and teachers in
the community is another possible advantage of a larger
district.

Advantages could also be realized in the effi-

cient use of equipment and the time of personnel.

Pur-

chases of equipment in large quantities can save many tax
dollars.
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THE LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICT

A study conducted in Wisconsin in 1949 showed the
following advantages in districts where reorganization had
occurred:

At every grade level, total opportunities pro-

vided for boys and girls were greater in reorganized
districts than in non-reorganized ones.

This was true for

availability of such items as library books, equipment for
aiding m3.thematics and science classes, modern maps and
globes, other audio-visual equipment, supervisory service
for teachers, and special teachers or supervisors in art,
music and physical education.

In addition to these defi-

nite advantages of reorganization, there was found a more
equal tax base for people of a newly reorganized district.
(8:4).
vmAKNESSES OF SlvlALL DISTRICTS

School districts vary greatly in the amount of taxable wealth available for supporting educational programs.
Most small districts have a taxable wealth inadequate for
supporting a school program.

In terms of taxable wealth

per pupil, school districts vary widely in their ability
to support education.

It is not uncommon in many states

for the richest district within a county to have 20 to 50
times as much wealth as the poorest county, which is sometimes larger.

(5:84).
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Table I represents the relative per-pupil expenditures for elementary students in the State of Washington
for the year 1962-63;
TABLE I

EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL IN
WASHINGTON STATE 1962;...63

Number of
Students

Per-Pupil
Cost

0-50
50-100
100-250
250-500

$730.75
557 .07
462.55
421.15

500-1000

381.70

Number of
Pupils

1,877
3,856

11:~~!

43,491
29,650

Total

$1,370,210
2,147,792
6,635, 2B0
228602i84
$20,013,66

It would appear, therefore, that if these 43,491
students could be combined in larger districts, the average cost per pupil could be reduced substantially•

(11:6)

In the August 5, 1964, issue of the Wenatchee Daily
World, the Washington State Research Council was quoted as
saying, "consolidation of smaller school districts into
bigger ones or with bigger ones is an emotional issue.":
...
The cost is $687 per pupil in districts with less than 50
pupils'..

The cost goes down to $1+23 with 3,000 pupils. 11
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Another statement says, "A day may come when no more thirdclass districts will be allowed."
In addition to economical weaknesses, small school
districts are placed at a disadvantage in providing supervision of instruction, administering a school transportation
program, and purchasing school supplies and equipment.
Services such as a school psychologist are virtually unknown to most children in small districts.
Lack of personnel limits adult education classes,
which are becoming very popular in larger districts.
Library services seldom extend beyond the child's contact
with books in the classrooms or brief visits to a centrally
located school library.

Children who have superior ability

are held to the pace of those who are slower, and those who
are slow learners do not receive the special help available
in most larger districts.

(5:250).

REORGANIZATION IN THE ffPPT~R KIT'I'ITAS COUNTY

At one time there were thirteen districts in the
Upper Kittitas County.

Most of these existed because they

were within walking distance of the school population.
Most of the districts consolidated with the Cle Elum
district.

Records at the County Superintendent's office

do not indicate when all of these mergers took place.
They do show, however, some of the consolidations that did

18
take place.

Teanaway District #17 consolidated with the

Cle Elum district on November 1, 1937.

Other districts

that consolidated with Cle Elum were Swauk District# 9
on July 20, 1938, Liberty District# 44 was dissolved and
attached to Cle Elum on July 1, 1939, Peoh Point District

#

40 was dissolved December 1, 1947, Casland School Dis-

trict# 26 was annexed and the territory and assets and
liabilities transferred to Cle Elum District on the first
day of January, 1948.

(7:1).

The only other consolidation in the Upper County
was between Roslyn and I~aston Districts, in 1945.

On July

1, 1948, it was dissolved due to disagreements between
the two districts.

This is one of the few times in the

state that a school district has dissolved and gone back
to its original district.
An attempt was made on March 6, 1948, to consolidate
the Cle Elum District with the Roslyn-Easton District.
In the Cle Elum area, consolidation was voted down by
277-186.
125.

In Roslyn-Easton, it carried by a vote of 444 to

School administrators felt that the consolidation

attempt failed because of confusion as to where a new
school would be built.

The main issue was not consolida-

tion but the school site.

At the present time a new move

is underway to consolidate the schools of the Upper
Kittitas County.
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OBS'rACLES TO R?:ORGANIZ A.TION

The local school district is the best known and
most common form of local government.

It is very close to

the people and usually they resist giving it up.
There are numerous obstacles to school district
organization.

The community school concept is a deterrent

in many consolidation attempts.

People do not want to

give up their small school for fear of losing their
identity.

In many small districts, school directors are

reluctant to give up the only public office they have held.
Many parents fear hardships because of long transportation
routes.

They fear that their texes will be higher if they

merge with 1 arger districts.

The wealthier districts

hold out and do not want to consolidate with the poorer
districts.

(6:18-19).

Other fears are that local control will be destroyed.
Many feel that the community itself will be seriously
weakened or destroyed through school district reorganization.

Whether these fears are well grounded or purely

imaginary makes but little difference when the votes are
counted.

If sound school district reorganization is to be

effected through the ballot, the people must be convinced
of its advantages so that they

are willing to set aside

personal interests, concerns, and prejudices in favor of a
better educational program for their children.

(1:10).

CHAPTER III
CONDITIONS IN THE UPPER KITTITAS COUNTY
In the Upper County at the present time there are
five school districts within a 6 mile radius.

Two of these

five districts are high school districts, one of which
barely maintains enough attendance to operate as a high
school.

The four schools involved in this problem are

Cle Elum, Roslyn, South Cle Elum, and Ronald.

Cle Blum

High School and elementary school are located in the
center of town.

South Cle Elum Grade School is located

about one mile south of Cle Elum and has an enrollment of
72.

Roslyn Grade School is located three miles west of

Cle Elum and has an enrollment of 185.

Ronald Grade School

is located five miles west of Cle Elum and has an enrollment of 27.

The enrollment of the Cle Elum school,

including elementary and high school, is approximately 650,
377 being in the elementary school.
The Easton High School District is not being considered in this consolidation plan because the people of
Easton built a new high school plant last year and want no
part of any consolidation movement.

To point out just how

strongly Easton feels about this, they are one of the two
districts in the state to vote for dissolving a consolidated
district, which they did ln 1948, breaking a tie with the
Roslyn School District.
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The Easton school board filed a letter with the
Cle Elum board stating that they had no interest in any
consolidation discussions.

However, Easton cannot be

completely forgotten, it will probably take legislation
on the state level to force Easton into consolidation.
CLASSROOM SIZE
According to the Washington State Planning Council,
an elementary school should have at least twenty-five to
thirty pupils per grade.

Table II shows that many class-

rooms in the Upper Kittitas County do not meet this minimum
standard.

Twenty-six situations exist where this standard

is not met.

Of the schools in this area, only Cle Elum

meets the standard of thirty students per classroom.
Over 50 per cent of the classrooms have less than
the minimum number of students recommended by authorities
in the field of school consolidation.
The ideal condition in an elementary school is to
have one teacher teach one grade.

In the Upper County

teachers are required to teach from one to three grades.
Ronald, for example, has three teachers who teach three
different grades each.
teacher.

South Cle Elum has two grades per

Cle Elum is forced to have three combination

rooms because of an overflow of students.

Only Roslyn

has one teacher for each grade; however, Roslyn falls short
of having a minimum of twenty-five students per teacher.
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TABLE II
NUMBER OF PUPILS PER GRADE IN

EACH DISTRICT
1964-65
School

Grade Level
K

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Ronald

0

2

0

3

6

4

5

2

5

Roslyn

21

11

23

21

18

26

18

23

24

8

8

10

9

9

10

8

9

34

38

41

36

40

39

47

45

South Cle Elum 0
Cle Elum

57

I
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Table III gives a better illustration of how the
teachers· in the Upper Kittitas County are distributed
throughout the four schools: that now exist.

The total

number could be cut under consolidation.
CRITERIA FOR THE SIZE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS;

The Washington State Planning Council has stated
that an elementary school should have an attendance of at
least 200 to 250.

They also recommend that a teaching load

of twenty-five to thirty students per teacher is:a suitable
load.

Table IV shows that only Cle Elum, with 27 pupils

per teacher, comes within this standard.

Ronald is the

lowest of the four schools:;, with only 9 students per
teacher.

Roslyn and South Cle Elum are well below the

standard, with approximately 18 students per teacher.
Valuation Assessed
In some reorganization programs, the districts
with the highest valuation are sometimes reluctant to
consolidate with districts that have a lower assessed
valuation.

Usually the districts with the low assessed

valuation have to put forth the most effort to support
their schools.
Table V shows the assessed valuation and millage
rate of each district.

Cle Elum has the highest assessed
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TABLE III

TTUMBER OF PUPILS PJ~R GRADE AND NUMBER OF TEACHERS
PER GRADE IN TI-L~ UPPim C0UNTY--1965-66

Grade

Pupils

Teachers
Roslyn

Ronald

South
Cle Elum

Cle Elum

Total

1

2

K

78

1

1

55

1

..l.

..l.
2

l½

3¼

2

69

1

..l.

..l.
2

1.1..2

3¾

3

75

1

..l.

½

112

3¼

4

70

1

J...
4

2

l½

3¾

5

79

1

i-

.1..2

1~

3½

6

72

1

.1..2

t

1.1..2

3½

7

81

1

.1..2

.1..2

2 1/3

4 1/3

8

83

1

½

2

1

2 1/3

4 1/3

4

4

4

1
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TABLE IV
ENROLLMENT PER TEACHER IN EACH SCHOOL

School

Total
Enrollment

Ronald

27

Roslyn

185

South Cle Elurn
Cle Elum

Enrollment
per teacher

Number of
Teachers

9

3

18½

10

72

18

4

377

27

15

TABLE V
ASSESSED VALUATION AND THE :MILLAGE RATE IN
THE UPPER KITTITAS COUNTY

Valuation

School

Millage

327,906

37.2

Roslyn

705,313

24.1

South Cle Elum

338,464

37.2

4,179,439

21.2

Ronald

Cle Clum

$

26
valuation, with a little over four million.

The assessed

valuation is directly tied to the millage rate in each
district.

It should be noticed that in both Ronald and

South Cle Elum, which have a lovv assessed valuation, the
millage rate is quite high.

Roslyn has the second highest

assessed valuation and finds it necessary to have a 24.1
mill levy to operate its school.
This table vividly shows the inequity of taxation
that exists in the Upper Kittitas County at the present
time.

COST PER PUPIL
Much has been written about the cost per pupil in
our various schools.

Authorities in the field contend

that it is less expensive to run a school when it has a
sufficient number of pupils.

The small schools, those

with 50 or fewer students, are usually the most expensive
and cause the greatest burden on the tax payer.
Table VI bears this out.

Ronald, with the lowest

school population, has an average annual cost per pupil
of $737.87.

This is higher than $730.75, which is the

state average for schools with less than 50 pupils.
Cle Elum is second highest, followed by Roslyn.

South

Cle Elum

has the lowest per pupil cost because of a higher assessed
valuation and the fact that more students are enrolled in
this school.
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TABLE VI
AVERAGE AUNUAL COS'l' PLR PUPIL FOR THE

YEA.RS 1964-65
School

Cost

Ronald

$737.87

Roslyn

475.69

South Cle Elum

523.82

Cle Elum (Elementary)

504.33

Cle Elum (Jr. High)

460 .83
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It would appear, therefore, that the total cost
per pupil could be lower if all these schools were reorganized into one district.

According to state averages,

the per pupil cost could be cut to approximately $380 per
pupil under consolidation.
SPECIALISTS IN THE SCHOOL PROGRAM
A definite lack of people in special fields exists
in most schools in the Upper Kittitas County.

The schools

are all served by a psychologist, speech therapist and by
the county nurse.

These people are only available about

one day a week, since they have other schools in the
district to service.
Table VII shows the extent to which other special
people are available to these schools.

Cle Elum is the

only school which offers instruction in vocal music, band
and reading improvement and has a half time librarian.
South Cle Elum is the only school offering a foreign
language in the elementary school.

Roslyn has band instruc-

tion once a week, where the instructor cnmes from the Cle
Elum staff.
CONDITION OF SCHOOL PLANTS
There has not been a new school constructed in the
Upper Kittitas County since 1938, when the Roslyn School
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TABLE VII
SPECIAL T'.EACHERS AND/OR PROGRAMS THAT NOW EXIST
IN THE SCHOOLS IN THE UPPER COUNTY

Special
Teachers
Ronald

Schools
South
Cle Elum

Cle Elum

Total

1

1

1/6

1/6

Reading

4/6

4/6

Librarian

3/6

3/6

Roslyn

Vocal music
Band

Foreign
Language

1/6

2/6

2/6
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was built.

It is a two story brick structure, with excel-

lent gym facilities and a very large playfield.

With its

nine classrooms, this is probably the best plant in the
Upper County.
The Ronald School is a two story frame structure
with approximately 6 classrooms.
frame building across the street.

The gym is a separate
The school was con-

structed in 1916 and the gym in 1917.

Both buildings are

in poor shape and are considered fire hazards.
The South Cle Elum School is a two story brick
building with a frame gym added to the back of the building.
This building is not in good condition, but can be used
until something better is available.
The Cle Elum building is a brick structure which
houses grades K-12.

The building, built in 1924, is in

need of extensive repairs.

At the present time it is in-

adequate to house grades K-12.
Because of the condition of most of the buildings
in the Upper County, it would seem that a building program
should be started in the near future.
HIGHWAY CONDITIONS
The condition of the roads within the districts
must be taken into consideration when talking about consolidation.

Eighty per cent of the roads traveled by
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buses are either concrete or asphalt covered.
roads are well graveled.

All other

Since winter brings heavy snows

to this area, it is vital that roads are passable during
the winter months.

The County does an excellent job of

keeping the roads open, and very few days of school are
missed because of weather.
to present a problem at

Transportation does not seem

this time.

SUMMARY OF THE SCHOOL CONDITIONS IN THE
UPPER KITTITAS COUNTY
A definite need for school district reorganization
in the Upper Kittitas County appears evident because (1)
most of the districts are severely limited in the number
of special teachers available, (2) all of the schools but
one are forced to combine grades, (3) none of the districts
meet the minimum requirement for the number of pupils per
classroom, (4) some of the districts cannot give adequate
subject offerings, and the rate of taxation in the various
districts is quite unequal.
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THE BOUNDARIES AND LOCATIONS OF THE PRESENT
SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN THE UPPER COUNTY

CHAPTER IV
A PROPOSAL FOR REORGANIZATION
IN THE UPPER KITTITAS COUNTY
Although some authorities on school reorganization
feel that the district should have a school population of
at least 2,000, this is not possible in the Upper County
because of the lack of total population.

For this reason

the criteria set forth by the Washington State Planning
Council will be the basis for the proposed plan of reorganization in the Upper County.
the council are as follows:

The recommendations of

(1) the elementary attendance

area should be large enough to provide 30 pupils under one
teacher from kindergarten through grade six, (2) the population of the school should be between 200 and 250, and
(3) elementary students should not have to walk in excess
of one mile nor should they be forced to ride a bus more
than 45 minutes one way.

Using these criteria, then, it

seems logical that the Upper County can be combined into
one large district and meet all the requirements as
established by the Washington State Planning Council.

USE OF EXISTING BUILDINGS
The conditions of existing buildings, stated
previously, must be kept in mind when considering use of
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the present buildings.

Since the building at Ronald is the

oldest and has the least number of students, it would be
advisable to close this building and turn it over to the
town for use as a community center.

This has been done

elsewhere in the state where the people have only the
school as a community center.
The South Cle Elum building would be kept on a
standby basis until additional facilities can be added.
When this occurs, this building would also be closed,
Since South Cle Blum is an incorporated city and has a city
hall and other community centers, this school could be razed
in the near future.
The building in the Roslyn District would remain.
As previously stated, it is the best building in the Upper
County.

The Roslyn and Cle Elum buildings would take the

major brunt of a consolidation movement.

However, both

Roslyn and Cle Elum would have to undergo various building
repairs and additions.
DISTRIBUTION OF S'rUD:ENTS
This writer feels that all students in grades one
through five should be grouped in the same building.
this purpose the Cle Elum building seems adequate.

For
As of

October, three hundred and fifty six students were enrolled
in these grades.

Thirteen classrooms would be needed to
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accomodate these students.

Cle Elum has the classrooms

that would be needed by this group, plus an extra room for
the kindergarten.

Three additional classrooms would be

available at Cle Elum if the junior high were moved to a
different location.

Table VIII shows that the Cle Elum

and Roslyn buildings would have to bean the burden of the
school population.
Under this proposal, students in grades 6,
would attend school in Roslyn.

7, and 8

For many reasons this age

group should be together at the Roslyn School.

The Roslyn

plant is ideally constructed and situated for a junior
high school.

It has a fine gym which could be more fully

utilized under a junior high program, and it is situated
on approximately four acres of land.

Nine class-rooms are

available and the school population would be approximately
240.

It would probably be necessary to build a shop and

home economics room at Roslyn.
Another reason for grouping 6,

7, and 8 grades is

to separate them from the high school students.

The in-

fluence of high school students sometimes has a negative
affect on junior high students who attempt to copy them.
Kindergarten has not been mentioned as yet, due to
the personal feelings of people in the communities of
Roslyn and Cle Elum.

This proposal would suggest that a

kindergarten be maintained in both towns.

Ronald and
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TABL1~ VIII
EXISTING BUILDING, CLASSROOM AND CAPACITY

School

Classrooms

Capacity

Ronald

B~ilding not to be used

Roslyn

10

270

4

100

17

450

South Cle Elum
Cle Elum
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South Cle Elum would send their kindergarten students to
Roslyn and Cle Elum.
TEACHER UTILIZATION
Table IX points out the number of teachers now
needed in the school districts.

Under consolidation, the

number of teachers could be cut to twenty-four.

Each

teacher would teach only one class since combination rooms
would be eliminated.
this plan.

No teacher would be dismissed under

They would be replaced due to normal turnover

and retirement.

This plan calls for twenty-four teachers.

Extra teachers in special fields such as grade school
librarian,

junior high librarian, art, and a remedial

reading teacher would replace those teachers who leave or
retire.
SUMLTARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Because of declining enrollment, the non-high districts may well be faced with difficulties in adequately
financing their programs.

A rearrangement of elementary

pupils in the four districts intotwo centers where sufficient housing is available could have the following
advantages:
1.

Equalize the educational opportunities so as to
make possible:
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TABLE IX
PROPOSAL FOR T?:ACH:ER UTILIZATION UNDER
CONSOLIDATION 1965-66
Grade

Students

Teachers
now

Teachers under
consolidation

per
room

K

78

2

2

36

1

55

3¼

2

27

2

69

3i

2

34

3

75

3¼

3

25

4

70

3¼

3

23

5

79

3i

3

26

6

72

3½

3

24

7

81

4 1/3

3

27

8

83

4 1/3

3

27 2/3

662

30 2/3

24

Totals
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a.

Strengthened library services and programs-the heart of a good educational program.

b.

Adequate finances and concentration of pupils
to permit the purchase of new teaching tools
and the use of new teaching techniques.

c.

Better supervisory service and in-service
programs for teachers.

d.

Special teachers in music, art, and physical
education.

e.

Counseling and guidance services for all
children.

2.

Encourage even higher academic achievement than
at present.

3.

Provide even better articulation of educational
programs, thus "bridging the gap" from one educational level to the other.

4.

Attract and hold capable staffs more easily.

5.

Make possible financial saving.
a.

Duplication of the following necessary
services might be eliminated:

(1) Clerical

b.

( 2) Administrative

( 6) Expenses of school
boards
( 7) Purchasing

( 3) Supervis8:ry

(8) Reporting services

(4) Money keeping

(9) Building maintenance costs

(5) Bus routes
A more efficient use of buildings would be

possible.
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6.

The tax base would be spread, equalizing the
assessed valuation, or wealth, per pupil.
Present inequalities in special levy financing
would be balanced.

7.

Patrons in present non-high dis~ricts would
gain legal control and voice in high school
programs~-and still pay no more toward those
facilities than currently required by state law
in participative finance.

8.

Bargaining possible--particularly in matter of
school directors--when reorganization comes
about through choice rather than by mandate.

In all fairness, one disadvantage to reorganization
must be stated.

Presently, 20 school directors serve the

four districts.

On reorganization this number would be

reduced to 5.

Thus, the services of 15 interested, dedi-

cated citizens would be lost to the new district~ at least
in a legal capacity.

However, many, if not all of these

former directors might well be invited to contribute to
the newly-created board the benefit of their broad experience through service on a Citizen's School Advisory
Committee.
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• RoslyJt

• Cle £1um

REORGANIZED DISTRICT IN THE UPPER COUNTY
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